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instrumental in calling a free parliament—CI say, a free parlia-
ment'.1
Cromwell's appeal for co-operation did not receive a very
cordial answer, for members soon evinced a zeal to discuss all
sections of the Instrument of Government, as if they were at
liberty to make any amendments they desired* The licence
they allowed themselves induced Cromwell to summon the
house before him and to inform them bluntly that they were
not to meddle with what he called the fundamentals of the new
constitution. He was determined, he said, that these should be
handed down to posterity as 'the fruits of our blood and travail'.
They were: that the government should rest in the hands of
a single person and parliament; that parliament should not
make itself perpetual; that there should be liberty of conscience;
and that neither protector nor parliament should have absolute
control of the military forces. These, he declared, had been 'so
owned by God, so approved byman',that sooner than yield them
he would be willing to be rolled into his grave and buried with
infamy. He ended by telling members that he had a pledge
they must sign, to accept a government by a single person and
parliament before they could be suffered tore-enter their house!2
All but about thirty members signed the pledge Cromwell
demanded, but there was still no harmony between parliament
and protector. The former continued to act very much as if
they were a constituent assembly, and made some important
amendments to the Instrument. In the first place, they tried
to make the executive responsible to parliament by providing
that, after a new parliament had met, old members of the
council of state should continue to sit only forty days unless a
vote approving them was passed. The question of the degree of
toleration to be permitted was a more awkward stumbling-
block, for parliament wished to exclude those guilty of certain
blasphemies or heresies, of which it should be the judge.
The irreconcilable differences, however, developed over the
control of the armed forces. Parliament wished to restrict
the joint control by protector and parliament to the lifetime
of the present protector, and an important debate took place
on this point. On one side it was argued that to deprive the
protector of the command of the standing army would be to
surrender the cause for which they had so long fought, %r such
1 Speech ir, in Carlyle, ii, 339-59.	a Speech ra (ibid., pp. 366-90).

